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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,   ) 
     ) NO. 43953 
 Plaintiff-Respondent, )  
     ) ADA COUNTY NO. CR 2015-16864 
v.     ) 
     ) 
TAYLOR CARL BENEDICT, ) APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
     ) 
 Defendant-Appellant. ) 
___________________________) 
 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 
Nature of the Case 
 
 Taylor Benedict appeals, contending that the district court abused its discretion 
by imposing an excessive sentence because it did not sufficiently consider all the 
mitigating factors in his case.  Therefore, this Court should reduce his sentence as it 
deems appropriate, or, alternatively, vacate his sentence and remand the case for new 
sentencing. 
 
Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings 
Mr. Benedict pleaded guilty at his initial arraignment hearing to a charge of grand 
theft for taking a pickup truck, which was damaged when he drove it away from a traffic 
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stop.  (Tr., Vol.1, p.20, L.19 - p.22, L.14.)1  When the district court asked Mr. Benedict 
why he had decided to enter that plea, Mr. Benedict explained:  “Because I think it’s 
appropriate that I accept responsibility for my actions, and I don’t think I need to be 
wasting anymore time and resources dragging this process out any further than it needs 
to.  I want to pay my debt to society.  So I am prepared to do that.”  (Tr., Vol.1, p.18, 
Ls.1-6.)  In exchange for his plea, the State agreed to dismiss other charges arising 
from that incident, and it also agreed to recommend a unified sentence of six years, with 
two years fixed, concurrent with the sentence from a prior case, which had, to that point, 
been suspended.  (Tr., Vol.1, p.10, Ls.12-21, p.15, Ls.12-25.)  Mr. Benedict also agreed 
to pay restitution for the damage he had done to the truck in this case, once the 
appropriate amount was identified.  (Tr., Vol.1, p.10, L.21 - p.11, L.10.)   
At the ensuing sentencing hearing, Mr. Benedict explained that he had 
experienced a relapse with his drug addiction, and as a result, he had been under the 
influence of those drugs at the time of this offense.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.17, Ls.14-17.)  
However, he reassured the district court that he recognized this was not an excuse for 
his actions.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.17, Ls.7-14.)  As such, he accepted responsibility for his 
actions, explaining:   
I understand that I need to go to prison for an amount of time, and I am 
willing to.  I feel like I need to be a man and be accountable for these 
actions.  And I’m accepting full responsibility for the crime that brings me 
before you today.  And I am just going to -- I am going to try to make the 
best out of this prison sentence and come out a better man.  
 
                                            
1 The transcripts in this case are provided in two independently bound and paginated 
volumes.  To avoid confusion, “Vol.1” will refer to the volume containing the transcript of 
the entry of plea hearing held on February 2, 2016, and “Vol.2” will refer to the volume 
containing the transcript of the sentencing hearing held on February 9, 2016. 
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(Tr., Vol.2, p.17, Ls.18-25.)  Accordingly, he recommended the district court impose a 
unified sentence of four years, with one year fixed, to be served concurrently with the 
sentence in his other case.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.15, Ls.10-13.)  To that point, he expressed his 
desire to be placed in the work center while incarcerated so he could be working during 
that time.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.15, Ls.10-20.)   
The district court accepted Mr. Benedict’s allocution, noting, “That’s certainly a 
mature statement.”  (Tr., Vol.2, p.18, Ls.1-2.)  However, it still imposed a unified 
sentence of six years, with two years fixed, to be served concurrent with his other 
sentence.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.20, Ls.9-12.)  Mr. Benedict subsequently filed a notice of 








The District Court Abused Its Discretion By Imposing An Excessive Sentence On 
Mr. Benedict 
 
 When the mitigating factors in this case are sufficiently considered, they reveal 
that the district court’s decision to adopt the State’s recommended sentence, as 
opposed to the sentence Mr. Benedict recommended, constitutes an abuse of the 
district court’s discretion.  Acceptance of responsibility is, of course, a mitigating factor, 
                                            
2 Mr. Benedict’s premature Notice of Appeal became valid upon the filing of the 
Judgment of Conviction.  I.A.R. 17(e)(2). 
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but Mr. Benedict’s statements go further than just accepting responsibility.  He also 
appreciated the appropriate consequence that would come with doing so: 
I understand that I need to go to prison for an amount of time, and I am 
willing to.  I feel like I need to be a man and be accountable for these 
actions.  And I’m accepting full responsibility for the crime that brings me 
before you today.  And I am just going to -- I am going to try to make the 
best out of this prison sentence and come out a better man.  
 
(Tr., Vol.2, p.17, Ls.18-25.)  That statement also expresses an amenability to 
rehabilitation during that term of incarceration.  Specifically, he hoped to be placed in 
the work center, so he could get a job, which would also help with his ultimate transition 
back into society.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.15, Ls.10-20.)   
The desire for such a placement also reflects the desire to be able to earn 
money, which could be used to begin paying the restitution he had agreed to pay in this 
case.  See I.C. § 19-2521(2)(f) (expressly identifying willingness to pay restitution as a 
factor the courts should consider in mitigation).)  In fact, when the estimate for repairs 
came back higher than the State had initially anticipated, Mr. Benedict’s position was to 
“ask the Court to make its best guess at a figure there.  We would prefer something 
around $500, but, again, we will defer to the Court on that.”3  (Tr., Vol.2, p.14, Ls.13-16.)  
As such, this evidences Mr. Benedict’s willingness to cooperate with the prosecution, a 
fact also evident in his decision to plead guilty at his initial arraignment hearing, where 
he explained, “I don’t think I need to be wasting anymore time and resources dragging 
this process out any further than it needs to.  I want to pay my debt to society.  So I am 
prepared to do that.”  (Tr., Vol.1, p.18, Ls.1-6.)  Such cooperation with the prosecution is 
                                            
3 The district court ultimately ordered him to pay $999 in restitution.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.19, 
Ls.13-17.) 
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another factor which weighs in favor of a more lenient sentence.  See, e.g., State v. 
James, 112 Idaho 239, 243 (Ct. App. 1986).   
 Mr. Benedict’s acceptance of responsibility is also incorporated in his explanation 
that this crime had occurred while he was experiencing a relapse, and thus, while he 
was under the influence of drugs, though he expressly recognized that did not excuse 
his conduct.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.17, Ls.7-17.)  The Idaho Supreme Court has recognized that, 
while it does not constitute a defense, the fact that the defendant was under the 
influence of drugs at the time of the crime should be considered in mitigation.  See 
State v. Osborn, 102 Idaho 405, 414 n.5 (1981). 
  Thus, a sufficient consideration of all the mitigating facts in this case reveals the 
district court’s decision to impose the unified six-year sentence, with two years fixed, 
instead of the unified four-year sentence, with one year fixed, Mr. Benedict 




Mr. Benedict respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it 
deems appropriate.  Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district 
court for a new sentencing hearing. 
 DATED this 14th day of June, 2016. 
 
      __________/s/_______________ 
      BRIAN R. DICKSON 
      Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
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